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Disposition of Claims 

4) IEI Claim(s) 1.3-5.8.9. 1 1-13.16.17. 19-21.23.24.27-29 and 33 is/are pending in the application. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1,3-5, 8-9, 11-13, 16-17, 19-21, 23-24, 27-29, and 33 are presented for 
examination. Claims 3-4 have been cancelled by the amendment filed on 7-5-2005. 
This office action is in response to the amendment filed on 7-5-2005. The objection to 
the drawing has been withdrawn because of amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 CISC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,3-5, 8-9, 11-13, 16-17, 19-21, 23-24, 27-29, and 33 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hoag (US 6,313,848) in view of Sommerer 
etal (US 2004/0100509) 

Regarding claim 1 , Hoag discloses that the claimed feature of a method for 
displaying data using a window having a width boundary comprising: determining that 
data [i.e. "tabular data"] for a list item cannot be displayed within the width boundary [i.e. 
"the width of workspace"; 340] [" determining the dynamic height and width of the 
workspace available for the display of tabular data within window..." See Abstract line 6- 
8, col 2 line 25-29); creating a first window [i.e. "pane"; 51 1] and a second window [i.e. 
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"pane; 512] based on the determination that data for a list item cannot be displayed 
within the width boundary; splitting [by "dividing line"; 510] the data for the list item into a 
first portion [i.e. columns 1-6 in Fig 5] and a second portion [i.e. columns 7-12 in Fig 5], 
such that the first portion will fit into the first window ["the step of dividing workspace into 
panes..." See Abstract line 11-14, col 2 line 29-36); displaying the first portion [i.e. 
columns 1-6 in Fig 5] of the data for the list item in the first window [511]; and displaying 
the second portion [i.e. columns 7-12 in Fig 5] of the data for the list item wrapped into 
the second window [512] [" displaying within each pane . ..different columns are displayed 
in each pane...."] (See Abstract line 14-17, col 2 line 36-38, Fig 5-6) 

Hoag does not specifically discloses that utilizing a first and second window to 
display the data, as recited in claim. However, such limitation is shown in the teaching 
of Sommerer et al. [i.e. 'formatting the multi-window layout to show web page to fit 
within an display area'; "SmartView"] (See Fig 1, [5-6], [19], [23-26]) it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to incorporate the teaching of Sommerer et al into the 
teaching of Hoag, in order to render the display data optimally [i.e. improving user's 
responsiveness to displayed data without requiring any specific user's control], as such 
improvement is also advantageously desirable in the teaching of Hoag for providing 
user friendly image viewing with simple manner [i.e. less user's operation]. 
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Regarding claim 3, Hoag discloses that the data for a list item comes from more 
than one data source [i.e. columns 1-12]. (See Fig 5-6) 

Regarding claim 4, Hoag discloses that displaying at least one column of data 
[i.e. "head column"; 522,523] from the first portion in the second window. (See Fig 5-6) 

Regarding claim 5, Hoag discloses that displaying a color to comprehend 
whether a row of data in the second window corresponds to a row of data in the first 
window. (See Fig 5-6) 

Regarding claim 8, Hoag discloses that handling an event associated with the 
window such that the event synchronously affects the second window. (See Fig 6) 

Regarding claim 9, claim 9 is similar in scope to the claim 1 , and thus the 
rejection to claim 1 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 9. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , claim 1 1 is similar in scope to the claim 3, and thus the 
rejection to claim 3 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 1 1 . 

Regarding claim 12, claim 12 is similar in scope to the claim 4, and thus the 
rejection to claim 4 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 12. 
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Regarding claim 13, claim 13 is similar in scope to the claim 5, and thus the 
rejection to claim 5 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 1 3. 

Regarding claim 16, claim 16 is similar in scope to the claim 8, and thus the 
rejection to claim 8 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 16. 

Regarding claim 17, claim 17 is similar in scope to the claim 1, and thus the 
rejection to claim 1 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 17. 

Regarding claim 19, claim 19 is similar in scope to the claim 3, and thus the 
rejection to claim 3 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 19. 

Regarding claim 20, claim 20 is similar in scope to the claim 4, and thus the 
rejection to claim 4 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 20. 

Regarding claim 21 , claim 21 is similar in scope to the claim 5, and thus the 
rejection to claim 5 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 21. 

Regarding claim 23, claim 23 is similar in scope to the claim 8, and thus the 
rejection to claim 8 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 23. 
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Regarding claim 24, Hoag discloses that the claimed feature of a method for 
displaying data on a display screen comprising: creating a first window [i.e. "pane"; 51 1] 
and a second window [i.e. "pane; 512] if the data for a list item cannot be displayed 
within a width of a single window [i.e. "the width of workspace"; 340]; displaying a first 
portion [i.e. columns 1-6 in Fig 5] of the data [i.e. "tabular data"] for the list item on a line 
in the first window; and displaying a second portion [i.e. columns 7-12 in Fig 5] of the 
data for the list item wrapped onto a corresponding line in the second window. (See 
Abstract line 6-17, col 2 line 25-38, Fig 5-6) 

Hoag does not specifically discloses that utilizing a first and second window to 
display the data, as recited in claim. However, such limitation is shown in the teaching 
of Sommerer et al. [i.e. 'formatting the multi-window layout to show web page to fit 
within an display area'; "SmartView"] (See Fig 1, [5-6],[19],[23-26]) it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to incorporate the teaching of Sommerer et al into the 
teaching of Hoag, in order to render the display data optimally [i.e. improving user's 
responsiveness to displayed data without requiring any specific user's control], as such 
improvement is also advantageously desirable in the teaching of Hoag for providing 
user friendly image viewing with simple manner [i.e. less user's operation]. 

Regarding claim 27, claim 27 is similar in scope to the claim 3, and thus the 
rejection to claim 3 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 27. 
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Regarding claim 28, Hoag discloses that displaying at least one datum [i.e. "head 
column"; 522,523] from the first portion on the corresponding line in the second display 
area. (See Fig 5-6) 

Regarding claim 29, Hoag discloses that displaying an aid [i.e. "a number 1-10" 
shown in Fig 5-6] to comprehend that the line in the first display area wraps to the 
corresponding line in the second window. (See Fig 5-6) 

Regarding claim 33, claim 33 is similar in scope to the claim 8, and thus the 
rejection to claim 8 hereinabove is also applicable to claim 33. 

Response to Arguments/Amendments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 3-5, 8-9, 11-13, 16-17, 19-21, 23- 
24, 27-29, and 33 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Daniel J. Chung whose 
telephone number is (571) 272-7657. He can normally be reached Monday-Thursday 
and alternate Fridays from 7:30am- 5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by 
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telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Michael, Razavi, can be 
reached at (571)272-7664. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



or faxed to: 

571-273-8300 (Central fax) 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office 

whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 
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